LINDA LINGLE
GOVERNOR OF HAWAIl

CHIYOME L. FUKINO, M.D.
DIRECTOR OF HEALTR

STATE OF HAWAII

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH In reply, please refer to:
Box 3378 File: EHAMEER Office

P.O.
HONOLULU, HAWAT 96801-3378

TO: Clarence Callahan 2006-154-RB
HEER Office

FROM: Roger Brewer
HEER Office

THROUGH: Barbara Brooks
SUBJECT: Review of Technical Memorandum F. or Evaluating Sites In Hawa;’; and Guam
With Soils Impacted by Chlordane (February 2006)

I reviewed the report Technical Memorandum F. or Evaluating Sites In Hawai’i and Guam With
Soils Impacted by Chlordane (February 2006, Rev: 03) prepared the Navy Environmental Health
Center. Overall, the memorandum reflects recent discussions we have had with the Navy and
should prove very useful once finalized. Some important clarifications and edits are

2. Table 2 (and related text). Use “Lot Size” instead of “Structure”. “Structure” generally
refers to a building, rather than the ground that the building is sitting on. Use of the term in
Table 2 could be misinterpreted to mean the floor space of the building, rather than the size
of the lot under investigation.
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3. Recommend collection of multi-increment samples across lots rather than composite
samples collected at random locations, Multi-increment sampling provides a better
estimate of the average concentration of contaminants in soil and is becoming a regular part
of site investigations overseen by the HEER office.

4. Provide guidance on property scenarios that would require use of specific screening
levels. The use of specific screening levels under different site scenarios is not clear. For
example, based on the screening levels in Table 2, the top two feet of soil at
commercial/industrial sjtes should presumably meet a chlordane screening level for
construction worker exposure (e.g., 39.9 mg/kg - I get 43 mg/kg based on my calculations
and assumed €Xposure parameter values). Note that HDOH uses a less conservative
€Xposure assumptions for construction and utility workers than referenced in the Navy
document (e.g., ED = 7 years, EF = 20 days/year, Soil Ingestion Rate = 330 mg/day; refer to
May 2005 EAL guidance document).

5. Provide a maximum concentration of chlordane and related pesticides for soil that can
be left in place below 2 depth of two feet. Placement of a cap of clean fill should not be
used to justify leaving soil with an unlimited concentration of chlordane and related

pesticides in place. Deeper soil should presumably meet screening levels for utility workers,

6. Recommend that utility corridors be backfilled with clean fill. This is encouraged to
reduce worker cXposure and to avoid excavation of contaminated soil from utility trenches
during routine maintenance activities and Inadvertent reuse in other areas.

need to be re-evaluated in the future. This may also help identify sites that can be easily
remediated to unrestricted land use at the time they are discovered,



(e.g., 0.03 mg/kg).

References:

MADEP, 1995, Guidance for Disposal Site Risk Characterization; Massachusetts Department of
Environmenta] Protection, Interim Fina] Policy WSC/ORS-95-14] , July 1995.

USEPA, 1997, Exposure Factors Handbook: U S, Environmental Protection Agency, Office of
Research and Development, Publication EPA/600/P-95/002F a, August 1997.

R b e <





